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* chemical-weapons business thanks to |
" new evidence that the Kremlin has to- -

Rowland Evans
And Robert Novak

Moscow'’s

Chemical

‘War

“ After 16 years of U.S. abstinence, a
_ hesitant, reluctant Congress is getting

ready to move this ooux}t:"y back into the

. tally ignored the unilateral American

. A high-powered presidential commis-, .
*" sion’s report on the extent of Moscow's -
“ chemical war plans will hit Congress this -
,.,week.justastheSovietUxﬁonns

¢

_.chargedinanewbookwithusing

T

_ human guinea pigs to test deadly chemi-
" cal weaponry. Comcidental timing of the

" two events may well persuade_Oongress
. to approve a $1.3 billion chemical-weap- :

ons program.

. . The commission, héadedbyretixred

" diplomat Walter Stoessel and including

former Reagan secretary of state Alex-

_ander Haig and former Carter national

security  affairs  adviser Zbigniew

" Brzezinski, issues a grim warning. Fail-

ure.to modernize chemical weapons, it
says, will confront the United States

_ with either “quick defeat” or “early es-
 calation to a nuclear exchange” as the

only response to Soviet chemical war
tactics being perfected in Afghanistan.
The time for an American program 1S

_ none too soon. The high place of chemi-

cal warfare in Soviet strategic planning
is manifest in the brutal way new weap-
ons are believed to be tested: against
human beings, probably political pris-
aners under death sentences.

A book just off the presses “Soviet
Mmm Sugremacv" d’y hard-tne_mib-

rts David_S. Sullivan and

€
. %emin :Crommelin r. makes the
- charge. Sho! er the invasion of Af-

. ghanistan, they write, “the Soviets con- .

ducted lethal chemical and biolosgcal,

_ stakes n far =7 areas Al the giganuc
Chikhany Chemical Test Rzmge.’E i

fests aganst men and women tied to
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eight biological

“Their book, a project of the Defense -
and Strategic Studies Program of the

University of Southern California, could

_ influence Congress on the chemcial war-
fare issue. But likely to be more signifi-

cant is the Stoessel commission report,
which shows that the long freeze on

US. chemical weaponry imposed by

President Nixon had no impact on the
2 Sovi

roarmg program. . ‘
- In'both 1982 and 1983, it took the

“vote-of Vice President Bush to break a

“deadlock in"the Republican Senate and

end the long U.S. abstinence on chemi-

" cal weaponry, but President Reagan’s
'propomltostartmtdﬁngupwiththe

Russians fell irt the: Democratic House.
In 1984, fearful that election-year poli-

_tics would produce Jlopsided votes in -

both Houses against ending the freeze,
the administration did not press the
issue. :

But 1985 looks different. Even before .

the Stoessel commission report, the
Senate Armed Services Committee ap-
-proved the Reagan program by a record
15-to-3 vote. That suggests a much
stronger Senate vote and at least a
‘fighting chance in the House to replace
useless stockpiles from World War [I —
and to develop new defenses against

. chemical war.

. -Whether the congressmen choose to

“ignore the human-guinea-pig charges,

they cannot avoid clear evidence that
Moscow has taken maximum advantage
of the honorable American invitation to
freeze chemical weapons. That has im-

plications that reach beyond chemical -

warfare and go to the heart of the nu-

- clear-freeze movement and the belief

that fear of the United States’ getting
ahead is what drives Soviet weapons
programs. .
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